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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-4, 6-9, 1 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Snover U.S. Patent 6,438,716, as cited in prior office action, which was mailed on 6/3/2004. 

2. Claims 5, 10, 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Snover 
in view of Machiraju et al U.S. Patent 6,243,090, as cited in prior office action, which was 
mailed on 6/3/2004. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-4, 6-9, 11-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Snover U.S. Patent 6,438,716. 

As per claim 1 , Snover teaches a method of detecting and reporting failures in a computer 
comprised of assigning one or more alpha numeric designated event codes exclusively to a 
particular failure event (column 8, lines 17-30); detecting the particular failure event in a device 
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of the computer (column 1, lines 55-59); storing the one or more exclusively assigned event 
codes associated with the detected particular failureevent in an error log (column 8, lines 17-30); 
parsing the error log for the one or more stored event codes if the event codes compare to one or 
more determined values (column 8, line 54 - column 9, line 3; column 5, lines 60-65); and 
relating the parsed event codes to one or more frequently asked question (FAQ) files (column 7, 
lines 19-21; column 8, lines 19-21; column 1, lines 16-20). 

As per claim 2, Snover teaches the method of detecting and reporting failures in a 
computer of claim 1 further comprising presenting the one or more FAQ files to a user (column 
2, lines 20-21). 

As per claim 3, Snover teaches the method of detecting and reporting failures in a 
computer of claim 1 wherein the error log is further parsed for redundant event codes (column 5, 
lines 60-65; column 9, lines 4-9). 

As per claim 4, Snover teaches the method of detecting and reporting failures in a 
computer of claim 2 further comprising of providing customized pages related to the FAQ files 
to the user comprised of creating a template (column 8, line 66 - column 9, line 3); inputting into 
the template relevant content from the error log; and masking out non relevant content from the 
template (column 7, lines 1-9). 

As per claim 6, Snover teaches a computer system comprising of a processor (column 3, 
lines 34-36); computer readable medium coupled to the processor (column 4, lines 1-4); and 
computer code, encoded in the computer readable medium, configured to cause the processor to 
assign one or more alpha numeric designated event codes exclusively to a particular failure event 
(column 8, lines 17-30); detect the particular failure event in a device of the computer (column 1, 



Application/Control Number: 09/854,364 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2113 

lines 55-59); store the exclusively assigned event codes of the detected particular failure event in 
an error log (column 8, lines 17-30); parse the error log for the one or more stored event codes if 
the event codes compare to one or more determined values (column 8, hne 54 - column 9, line 3; 
column 5, lines 60-65); and relate the one or more parsed event codes to one or more frequently 
asked question (FAQ) files (column 7, lines 19-21; column 8, lines 19-21; column 1, lines 16- 
20). 

As per claim 7, Snover teaches the computer system of claim 6 wherein the processor is 
further configured to present the one or more FAQ files to a user (column 2, lines 20-21). 

As per claim 8, Snover teaches the computer system of claim 6 wherein the error log is 
fiirther parsed for redundant event codes (column 5, lines 60-65; column 9, lines 4-9). 

As per claim 9, Snover teaches the computer system of claim 7 wherein the processor is 
further configured to provide customized pages related to the FAQ files to the user comprised of 
creating a template (column 8, line 66 - column 9, line 3); inputting into the template relevant 
content from the error log; and masking out non relevant content from the template (column 7, 
lines 1-9). 

As per claim 11, Snover teaches a computer program product encoded in computer 
readable media (column 9, lines 52-58), the computer program product comprising a first set of 
instructions, executable on a computer system, configured to assign one or more alpha numeric 
designated event codes exclusively to a particular failure event (column 8, lines 17-30); a second 
set of instructions, executable on the computer system, configured to detect the particular failure 
event in a device of the computer (column 1, lines 55-59); a third set of instructions, executable 
on the computer system, configured to store the exclusively assigned one or more event codes of 
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the detected particular failures in an error log (column 8, lines 17-30); a fourth set of instructions, 
executable on the computer system, configured to parse the error log for the one or more stored 
event codes if the one or more event codes compare to one or more determined values (column 8, 
line 54 - column 9, line 3; column 5, lines 60-65); and a fifth set of instructions, executable on 
the computer system, configured to relate the parsed event codes to one or more frequently asked 
question (FAQ) files (column 7, lines 19-21; column 8, lines 19-21; column 1, lines 16-20). 

As per claim 12, Snover teaches the computer program product of claim 1 further 
comprised of a sixth set of instructions, executable on the computer system, configured to 
present the related FAQ files to a user (column 2, lines 20-21). 

As per claim 13, Snover teaches the computer program product of claim 1 further 
comprised of a seventh set of instructions, executable on the computer system, configured to 
parse the error log for redundant event codes (column 5, lines 60-65; column 9, Hnes 4-9). 

As per claim 14, Snover teaches the computer program product of claim 12 further 
comprised of a eighth set of instructions, executable on the computer system, configured to 
provide customized pages related to the FAQ files to the user comprised of creating a template 
(column 8, Une 66 - column 9, line 3); inputting into the template relevant content from the error 
log; and masking out non relevant content from the template (column 7, lines 1-9). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
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having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5, 10, 15 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Snover 
in view of Machiraju et al U.S. Patent 6,243,090. 

As per claim 5, Snover does teach the method of detecting and reporting failures in a 
computer of claim 4. Snover does not explicitly teach wherein the FAQ files and the template 
are written in HTML. Machiraju does teach wherein the FAQ files and the template are written 
in HTML (column 1 , lines 42-49). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to combine the HTML programming of Machiraju to the files 
and templates of Snover. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine 
the HTML programming of Machiraju to the files and templates of Snover because Machiraju 
teaches the use of HTML-based FAQ's that can be exported by hyperlink to other locations over 
the Internet, a desire explicitly expressed in Snover in column 9, lines 50-51. 

As per claim 10, Snover teaches the computer system of claim 9. Snover does not 
explicitly teach wherein the FAQ files and the template are written in HTML. Machiraju does 
teach wherein the FAQ files and the template are written in HTML (column 1, lines 42-49). It 
would have been' obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the HTML programming of Machiraju to the files and templates of Snover. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the HTML programming of 
Machiraju to the files and templates of Snover because Machiraju teaches the use of HTML- 
based FAQ's that can be exported by hyperlink to other locations over the Internet, a desire 
explicitly expressed in Snover in column 9, lines 50-51. 
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As per claim 15, Snover teaches the computer program product of claim 14. 
Snover does not expUcitly teach wherein the FAQ files and the template are written in HTML. 
Machiraju does teach wherein the FAQ files and the template are written in HTML (column 1 , 
lines 42-49). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the HTML programming of Machiraju to the files and templates 
of Snover. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the HTML 
programming of Machiraju to the files and templates of Snover because Machiraju teaches the 
use of HTML-based FAQ's that can be exported by hyperUnk to other locations over the 
Internet, a desire explicitly expressed in Snover in column 9, lines 50-51. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 8/3/2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

First, the examiner wishes to call attention to this action being a Final Rejection. The 
claims, as presented in the response dated 8/3/2004, have not been amended since the response, 
dated 4/27/2004, to the Non-Final Rejection, which was mailed 1/28/2004. In the claim 
submission of 8/3/2004, the applicant has stated in parentheses attached to claim 6 "(Currently 
Amended)". However, this claim is not different to the prior amendment entered as the response 
dated 4/27/2004. No other markings, or amendments are noted on the response dated 8/3/2004. 
Therefore, no amendment to the claims has been attributed to the response dated 8/3/2004 as 
compared to the claims as amended dated 4/27/2004. 



Application/Control Number: 09/854,364 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2113 

The applicant submits that Snover does not teach, disclose, or suggest the use of FAQ 
files. The examiner respectfully contends that, while Snover does not exphcitly call his process 
FAQ files, the function of his invention is equivalent. The examiner wishes to clarify his 
position on this equivalency. According to common definition, an FAQ is a document hsting 
common questions and answers on a particular subject. The examiner would now like to dissect 
the term "question." According to common definition, a question is an expression of inquiry that 
requires or invites an informative reply. And, of course, an answer is the aforementioned 
informative reply. Snover, as argued in this action and in prior actions and by admission of the 
applicant, teaches providing responses to error/malfunctions. In Snover, when an error event is 
triggered, an error mapping object searches a database for relevant and corresponding error 
message that has been detected or programmed prior to this particular error event. This mapping 
mechanism is equivalent to "inquiring" the database, as the term is used in the definition of a 
question. So, the mapping to the best corresponding error message and the attached possible 
solution is the equivalence of a question and an answer. In light of this argument, as well as past 
arguments, all applicable rejections stand. 

The applicant also argues that Snover does not have motivation to use the HTML 
programming of Machiraju in the process of Snover. The examiner respectfully disagrees. In 
column 9, line 63 to column 10, line 10, Snover discusses acquiring functional components of 
the invention including information conveyed to a computer through communication media, such 
as through a computer network. Snover further states that this communication media, when 
carrying instructions that direct certain functions of the invention, provide the invention with 
alternate embodiments to the invention. The examiner has brought in the Machiraju use of error 
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messages presented in an HTML GUI error conveyance as a possible alternate to the taught GUI 
error conveyance of Snover. As mentioned, Snover teaches that functional components of his 
invention can be conveyed through a communication media that is in direct connection with a 
network. The examiner contends that a functional component of Snover can the error message 
database that is used in the conveyance of information to the user. This component, as conveyed 
through a communication media over the network, as taught by Snover, is further enhanced by 
the HTML programming GUI display of error information, as taught by Machiraju. In light of 
this argument, as well as past arguments, all applicable rejections stand. 

Conclusion 

6. This is a Request for Continued Examination of applicant's earlier Application No. 
09/854,364. All claims are drawn to the same invention claimed in the earlier application and 
could have been finally rejected on the grounds and art of record in the next Office action if they 
had been entered in the earlier application. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL 
even though it is a first action in this case. See MPEP § 706.07(b), Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time poHcy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi*om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no, however. 
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event will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of 
this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher S. McCarthy whose telephone number is (571)272- 
3651 . The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 9 - 5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert BeausoUel can be reached on (571)272-3645. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published apphcations 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

csm 

October 29, 2004 
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